Liberal Social Constructionism Versus Conservative Extreme 
Individualism — Biological Determinism Wins 


Q tonyodarg.wordpress.com/2020/11/19/constructionism-individualism-bio-determinism 


Tony Odarg November 19, 2020 








lan Miles Cheong recently wrote the following on twitter: 


Correct. If you're in your mid 20s and still earning minimum wage the problem isn't capitalism. It's the 
employee. If you're in your mid 30s and earning minimum wage and blaming capitalism you're 
probably a failure of a human. 


Richard Houck explains why this is wrong, and I then I will further expand below: 
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I fundamentally disagree with this for many reasons, primarily out of my fundamental believe in 
INEQUALITY. The believe in natural INEQUALITY has given me a much more acute and honestly 
noble view of a person in their 30s making minimum wage. | will explain herein. 


Cheong's view here is one from equality, the Conservative mind is also programming with the firmware 
of modern Liberalism and foundational equality in biology. It posits that “since we are all born equal, 
any material difference in outcome MUST be due to that person’s failures”. If we are all equal, and the 
societal structure is more or less “equal” in its treatment of the equal citizens, then one person doing 
well and being a material success, while another bags groceries, then we can infer that one of them 
“never tried” or is “lazy” and so on. 


Liberals are the other side of the coin, also having the fundamental belief in “equality”, they see any 
difference in material outcomes as a structural issue, = they don’t see the “system” as treating people 
fairly/equally/equitable, despite the fact of preferential treatment. 


Cons say “that person must be lazy”, Libs say “the system screwed that person.” Because they think 
we are all equal, then if outcomes are different, something had to go wrong. Cons will allow for SOME 
inequality, such as “work ethic” or “perseverance”, but not biological.” That guy is rich because he has 
good work ethic and values” is the conservative answer. or “that guy is making minimum wage 
because he doesn’t even try, anybody can try” and so on. 


How does this look if you don't believe in equality, but INEQUALITY? Well, in my case, | have a friend 
from high school named Joe, he still works at the grocery store he worked at when we were in high 
school. | see him weekly. | don’t think Joe is a loser or lazy, not at all. He actually probably works 
harder than | do. | went to undergrad and a law school on academic scholarships. Joe gets carts and 
bags groceries. Joe probably worked harder in high school than | did, by a lot, | can almost guarantee 
it actually. We were born unequal. If I was lan Cheong, I would call Joe a loser and lazy. But | know 
Joe just wasn’t as smart as others, he didn’t get as lucky, not as high IQ, not as good of a memory. We 
were not born equal, we ended up different places. that goes for all of society. we need places for Joe. 
If you don’t view me and Joe as the same from the start, then you understand why we ended up 
different places. It's not Joe’s fault, Joe isn’t a loser, nor is he lazy. He just didn't get the hand that let 
him get a scholarship or any other talent. To go be something else. 


| feel almost a sense of duty to people like Joe, they help society function that | exist in. he serves a 
need, pays his taxes or whatever, he’s a member of the town. People like me that can “make it” higher 
owe the people under a duty to at least at least not take advantage of the or look down on them, 
probably even more. That’s the concept of noblesse oblige that is entirely LOST in a society that 
believes in the lie of equality. Now you have elites that think “wow | got mine, | must just be that much 
harder of a worker” Imao. | never worked hard at all to get a law degree. | didn’t. | had some sleepless 
nights, but it was a workload issue not a difficulty issue. Most of my peers are the same.one of my 
friends was downright LAZY through school and was still top half of the class. he just got a better brain 
than others. because we are not all equal. 
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What Richard is describing is a worldview, but it is more nuisance than this as well, I will posit some two 
examples to illustrate. Say you have Jack, his entire family is poor, neighborhood poor, friends are poor. he 
was born into poverty. Yet, he is an insanely smart person; he could've taught tenth grade biology at ten. Yet, 
he has no prospects of upward mobility because only rich kids get into college. 


Jack is of course a hypothetical, but is it just that? are there not perhaps thousands or even millions or 
extremely intelligent kids born to average IQ parents in poor areas with zero access to actualizing their full 
potential? in fact, upward mobility has never been harder. I should mention Jack is not lazy, in fact, he can’t 
stifle the desire to learn, and wants to learn, he just doesn't have access to the resources. he just can't get 
where he should be. 100 years ago, Jack would be a typical case. The greatest predictor of where you will 
end up in the social ladder is not IQ, although it correlates, but is birth situation. It’s almost impossible to get 
out of poverty if you were born into it, even if you’re smart. and smarts correlates with life success, or so it 
should. 


Next example is Don, he’s a middle-class kid, his parents do okay for themselves, he goes to public school, 
has friends, lives in the burbs, the whole nine yards. but he’s lazy and doesn’t care. He hangs around with 
the wrong crowd and squanders his time in college. He’s not dumb and has no reason to fail, and could go 
on to become a doctor or similar. he’s got that level IQ. he’s now 40 and still working minimum wage. He also 
has a problem with authority: shooting his mouth off, not being respectful. Don is a good example of the 
conservative problem: someone with zero reason to be in the place they are in. Jack is an example of the 
liberal problem: a society that does not go out of its way to provide resources to smart kids in bad situations. 
Now, are either of these examples insanely fringe or particularly hard to imagine concretely? might we all 
know a Don or a Jack in our own lives? Perhaps they’re family or friends. Perhaps it was us at one time. 
Maybe they are fringe, I’m genuinely asking a question. 


In conclusion, the way society is structured affects the access less fortunate though promising individuals 
have to actualize their full potential, as does the choices individuals make regardless of the existing structure 
or even in spite of it. The problem with a strictly biologically deterministic attitude that dissident should have, 
is that it tends to overlook social structures, or individual free choices. Dumb people can have genius kids 
and vice versa. The society dissidents should seek to build is one in which the Jacks of the world can put a 
man on Jupiter and the Dons of the world are socially shamed into behaving. admittedly, it is easier to save 
the Jacks than the Dons. By the way, I’m aware that Rich is not dumb enough to know that a Jack or Don 
could exist, nor am | suggesting as much, I’m merely offering a nuanced view, which is that absolute 
biological determinism is true theoretically but not practically. in other words, we all are who we are because 
of biology, but the way in which the full potential is expressed can be different based on environment. Also, 
Jack and Don are both white. just saying, so as to avoid confusion. 
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